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Abstract 
Stream macroinvertebrate collection methods described in the Rapid Bioassessment Protocols (RBPs) have been 
used widely throughout the United States.  The first edition of the RBP manual in 1989 described a single habitat 
approach that focused on riffles and runs, where macroinvertebrate diversity and abundance is high.  This 
approach was adopted by many states, tribes, and regions.  Many scientists interpreted the revised RBP protocol 
published in 1999 as a recommendation for multiple habitat sampling.  However, no direct comparison of the two 
RBP protocols was presented in the second edition, and there were no recommendations for reconciling baseline 
data collected using the single habitat method with data collected using the multiple habitat method.  As a result, 
scientists have been reluctant to switch from the single habitat approach, regardless of the merits that may exist in 
adopting the multiple habitat approach.  In this study, both the single and multiple habitat methods were 
performed at each of 41 sites in the Piedmont and Northern Piedmont ecoregions.  Differences between methods 
in collected macroinvertebrate assemblages were examined using both a family-level multimetric index for 
Virginia and a species-level index developed for the mid-Atlantic region.  Though few statistically significant 
differences existed between methods, the relationship between single and multiple habitat metric values was often 
unpredictable and highly variable.  The influence of abiotic factors on these relationships was examined to 
determine conditions under which the two methods collected similar samples.  Although this work was reviewed 
by EPA and approved for publication, it may not necessarily reflect official Agency policy.   
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